REMARKS 

The Office Action mailed March 3, 2006 has been carefully considered along with 
the references cited therein. In the subject Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 6-7, 
10 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Elkins (U.S. Design 
Patent Mo. 0244,558) in view of Elkins (U.S.. Patent No. 4,128,242) and Violiaz (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,447,31 1). Claims 9, 21-23 and 26 were rejected under 35. U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Elkins '558 in view of Elkins '242 and Violiaz as applied to claims 
6-7, 10 and 20 above, and further in view of Motomiya (U.S. Patent No. 4,438,931). 
Claims 6-7, 10 and 20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Elkins '558 in view of Elkins '242 and Golden (U.S. Patent No. 6,551,200). 

Claim 20 has been amended to include the limitation of claim 21. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner remove the § 103(a) rejection over Elkins 
'558 in view of Elkins '242 and Golden. 

Claim 20 has also been amended to recite "a muscle back portion including an extra 
mass portion interposed between the front surface and the muscle back surface and 
defining a cavity disposed vertically towards an upper portion of the extra mass portion," 
and "a substantial portion of the extra mass portion being positioned below the cavity." 
Support for these amendments is found at page 4, lines 19-20 and page 4, line 31 - page 
5. line 1, respectively, and FIGURE 5. Neither Elkins '558, Elkins '242 nor Violiaz disclose 
or suggest the cavity disposed vertically towards an upper portion of an extra mass portion 
such that a substantial portion of the extra mass portion is positioned below the cavity. In 
both Elkins '242 and Violiaz, the cavity is centrally disposed with respect to a vertical 
dimension of the club head and very little mass is positioned below the cavity. 
Furthermore, neither reference provides any suggestion for locating the cavity vertically 
towards an upper portion of the extra mass portion. In Violiaz, there is very little 
description of the lower wall 1 1 of the club head. In Elkins '242, the sole of the club is a 
"sweep" sole. In other words, to lower the center of gravity of the clubhead, the sole is 
widened as measured between the front and the rear surface of the clubhead (see col. 12, 
line 65-col. 1 3, line 2), as opposed to positioning the cavity 53 towards an upper portion of 
the extra mass portion. Accordingly, amended claim 20 defines over the cited references. 
Accordingly, amended claim 20 defines over the cited references. 
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Claim 22 has been amended to recite "a thin sole" and "a distance between the front 
surface and the rear surface adjacent the top edge being greater than a distance between 
the front surface and the rear surface adjacent the sole." Support for this amendment is 
found at page 4, line 8 and FIGURE 5. Neither Elkins '558, Elkins '242 nor Violiaz disclose 
or suggest a thin sole or a distance between the front surface and the rear surface 
adjacent the top edge being greater than a distance between the front surface and the rear 
surface adjacent the sole. In both Elkins references, the sole is a "sweep" sole, where the 
distance between the front surface and the rear surface adjacent the top edge is much less 
than a distance between the front surface and the rear surface adjacent the sole. 
Moreover, any modification of the clubhead in either Elkins reference to provide a thin sole, 
would change the location of the center of gravity upward, which is against the principle of 
operation of.Elkins. As for Violiaz, it discloses the distance between the front surface and 
the rear surface adjacent the top edge is also less than a distance between the front 
surface and the rear surface adjacent the sole. The new limitation of claim 22 is neither 
taught nor suggested by the references cited by the Examiner. 

Claim 22 also recites "a cavity disposed toward an upper portion of the muscle back 
portion such that a large portion of the muscle back portion is positioned under the cavity 
so that mass is still concentrated towards the bottom of the club head." For similar 
reasons to those discussed with reference to claim 20, this claim amendment further 
defines claim 22 over the cited references. Claim 27 has been added to the application 
and is believed to further define claim 20 over the cited references. 
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CONCLUSION 

All formal and informal matters having been^addressed, it is respectfully submitted 
that this application is in condition for allowance. If the Examiner is of the view that all of 
the pending claims of the application are not in clear condition for allowance, it is requested 
that the Examiner telephone the undersigned for purposes of conducting a telephone 
interview to resolve any differences. Accordingly, an early notice of allowance is earnestly 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

FAY. SHARPE, FAGAN, 
MINNICH & McKEE, LLP 

June 5, 2006 <^ 



Date Scott A. McCollister, Reg. No. 33,961 

Jonathan A. Withrow, Reg. No. 54,548 
1100 Superior Avenue, Seventh Floor 
Cleveland, OH 44114-2579 
216-861-5582 



Certificate of Mailing or Transmission 

Under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .8, I certify that this Amendment is being 

lEl deposited with the United States Postal Service as First Class mail, addressed to: MAIL STOP 
AMENDMENT, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 on the date 
indicated below. 

□ transmitted via facsimile in accordance with 37 C.F.R. § 1 .8 on the date indicated below. 

□ deposited with the United States Postal Service "Express Mail Post Office to Addressee" service under 37 
C.F.R. 1.10, addressed to: MAIL STOP AMENDMENT, Commissioner for Patents. P.O. Box 1450. 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 on the date indicated below. 





/j Signature 


Date 
June 5, 2006 


fj Printed Name Q 
Georgeen B. Sonntag 
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